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moderate﻿ the﻿ main﻿ effects﻿ of﻿ these﻿ determinants﻿ in﻿ different﻿ manner.﻿ Theoretical﻿ and﻿ practical﻿
implications﻿of﻿these﻿findings﻿are﻿discussed.
KEywoRDS
Facebook, Hedonic Motivation, Millennials, Partial Least Square Method, Participation Intention, Social 
Networking Community, Trust in Community, Trust in Technology, UTAUT2
1. INTRoDUCTIoN
The﻿ purpose﻿ of﻿ this﻿ paper﻿ is﻿ to﻿ further﻿ our﻿ understanding﻿ of﻿ factors﻿ that﻿ influence﻿ Millennials’﻿
participation﻿intention﻿in﻿a﻿social﻿networking﻿community﻿(SNC).﻿Millennials﻿are﻿individuals﻿born﻿





are﻿ the﻿first﻿adopters﻿of﻿emerging﻿technologies﻿ like﻿ tablets﻿and﻿digital﻿wearables﻿(Fleming﻿et﻿al.,﻿
2015).﻿They﻿are﻿also﻿avid﻿producers﻿and﻿consumers﻿of﻿all﻿kinds﻿of﻿digital﻿contents﻿–﻿from﻿blogs﻿to﻿
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2. THEoRETICAL BACKGRoUND AND MoDEL DEVELoPMENT
Extant﻿literature﻿has﻿heavily﻿relied﻿on﻿Davis’﻿(1989)﻿technology﻿acceptance﻿model﻿(TAM)﻿and﻿its﻿
extension,﻿particularly﻿Venkatesh﻿et﻿al.’s﻿(2003)﻿unified﻿theory﻿of﻿acceptance﻿and﻿use﻿of﻿technology﻿




and﻿unification﻿ (e.g.,﻿Venkatesh﻿et﻿ al.,﻿ 2003;﻿Venkatesh﻿et﻿ al.,﻿ 2012).﻿These﻿ extensions﻿of﻿TAM﻿



































from﻿ hedonic/intrinsic﻿ motivation﻿ of﻿ fun﻿ and﻿ social﻿ connectivity﻿ instead﻿ of﻿ utilitarian/extrinsic﻿
motivation﻿of﻿performance﻿gains﻿and﻿monetary﻿trade-offs.﻿Furthermore,﻿they﻿are﻿both﻿providers﻿and﻿
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2.2. Extant Research on SNC Participation
We﻿found﻿support﻿from﻿extant﻿literature﻿in﻿retaining﻿four﻿main﻿determinants﻿(effort﻿expectancy,﻿social﻿



































International Journal of Technology Diffusion














Recently,﻿ the﻿ theory﻿of﻿ self-determination﻿has﻿been﻿applied﻿ in﻿knowledge﻿sharing﻿studies﻿ to﻿
underscore﻿the﻿importance﻿of﻿intrinsic﻿motivation﻿in﻿driving﻿human﻿behaviors﻿(Yoon﻿and﻿Rolland,﻿
2012;﻿Zhang﻿et﻿al.,﻿2015).﻿Self-determination﻿ theory﻿posits﻿ that﻿ individuals﻿are﻿more﻿ inclined﻿ to﻿




















3.1. Trust in Technology as Moderated by Gender
Trust﻿in﻿technology﻿as﻿related﻿to﻿SNCs,﻿as﻿explained﻿earlier,﻿is﻿the﻿trustworthiness﻿of﻿the﻿technological﻿
environment.﻿ It﻿ can﻿be﻿considered﻿as﻿ an﻿ institution-based﻿ trust﻿belief﻿ that﻿ “the﻿needed﻿ structural﻿
conditions﻿are﻿present﻿(e.g.,﻿on﻿the﻿Internet)﻿to﻿enhance﻿the﻿probability﻿of﻿achieving﻿a﻿successful﻿
outcome﻿ in﻿ an﻿ endeavor”﻿ (McKnight﻿ et﻿ al.,﻿ 2002,﻿ p.339).﻿ These﻿ structural﻿ conditions﻿ include﻿





new﻿discoveries﻿and﻿reviews﻿on﻿the﻿site.﻿The﻿opposite﻿ is﻿also﻿ true:﻿when﻿users﻿feel﻿ that﻿sites﻿are﻿
vulnerable﻿due﻿to﻿a﻿lack﻿of﻿appropriate﻿security﻿mechanisms﻿such﻿as﻿proper﻿authentication﻿of﻿logon,﻿
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3.2. Trust in Community as Moderated by Gender










Figure 1. Research model
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Foubert﻿ and﻿ Sholley﻿ (1996)﻿ found﻿ that﻿ gender﻿ has﻿ a﻿ significant﻿ interaction﻿ effect﻿ on﻿ online﻿










3.3. Hedonic Motivation as Moderated by Gender
Hedonic﻿motivation﻿or﻿perceived﻿enjoyment﻿is﻿the﻿extent﻿of﻿pleasure﻿or﻿fun﻿when﻿using﻿a﻿technology.﻿




enjoyment﻿ is﻿ certainly﻿ an﻿ important﻿ SNC﻿ participation﻿ factor﻿ for﻿ Millennials,﻿ as﻿ SNC﻿ usage﻿ is﻿
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H6:﻿The﻿positive﻿ influence﻿of﻿ facilitating﻿ conditions﻿on﻿ the﻿ intention﻿ to﻿participate﻿ in﻿ a﻿SNC﻿ is﻿
moderated﻿by﻿gender,﻿such﻿that﻿the﻿effect﻿is﻿stronger﻿for﻿women.






































University﻿ students﻿are﻿good﻿ representatives﻿of﻿ the﻿Millennials﻿as﻿ they﻿are﻿ the﻿embodiment﻿of﻿a﻿
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4.2. Instrument and Data Analysis Method
















































norm Reflective SI1-2 2 (Ajzen﻿1991)






Reflective FC1-3 3 (Ajzen﻿1991)
Facilitating﻿
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as﻿ reflective﻿or﻿ formative﻿ (see﻿Table﻿1).﻿These﻿decision﻿ rules﻿ involved﻿considering﻿ the﻿direction﻿






























5.2. The Measurement Model
To﻿test﻿for﻿the﻿problem﻿of﻿common﻿method﻿bias﻿in﻿the﻿collected﻿data,﻿Harman’s﻿single﻿factor﻿test﻿
was﻿conducted﻿(Podsakoff﻿et﻿al.,﻿2003).﻿For﻿this﻿purpose,﻿principle﻿component﻿factor﻿analysis﻿for﻿
Table 2. Gender and SNC experience cross-tabulation
SNC Experience
Total
< 1mth 1-3mths 3-6mths 6-9mths 9-12mths >12mths
Male 18 14 8 8 9 88 145
Female 12 11 10 4 11 108 156
Total 30 25 18 12 20 196 301
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one﻿extracted﻿factor﻿and﻿none-rotation﻿was﻿run﻿using﻿ the﻿SPSS.﻿The﻿result﻿shows﻿ that﻿ the﻿single﻿

















To﻿ justify﻿ for﻿ multi-group﻿ analysis,﻿ according﻿ to﻿ Sarstedt﻿ and﻿ Ringle﻿ (2010),﻿ an﻿
appropriate﻿means﻿of﻿testing﻿measurement﻿model﻿invariance﻿in﻿PLS﻿may﻿build﻿on﻿whether﻿
the﻿ measurement﻿ parameters﻿ are﻿ the﻿ same﻿ across﻿ all﻿ subgroups﻿ and﻿ whether﻿ the﻿ same﻿
construct﻿ is﻿measured﻿ in﻿ all﻿ subgroups.﻿The﻿analysis﻿ in﻿Appendix﻿C﻿proves﻿ that﻿both﻿ the﻿
Figure 2. Major and SNC experience (in months)
Table 3. Distribution of male and female groups
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Table 4. Factor loadings for the seven constructs
Factor























EE= Effort expectancy, FC= Facilitating conditions, HM=Hedonic motivation, IP= Intention to participate in a SNC, TT= Trust in technology, SI= Social 
influence, TC= Trust in community
Table 5. Descriptive statistics, average variance extracted and composite reliability
Construct Mean Std. Dev. AVE Composite Reliability
Cronbach’s 
Alpha
Trust﻿in﻿technology﻿(TT) 4.066 1.344 0.872 0.953 0.927
Trust﻿in﻿community﻿(TC) 4.715 1.027 0.740 0.895 0.825
Hedonic﻿Motivation﻿(HM) 5.112 1.062 0.788 0.918 0.866
Effort﻿expectancy﻿(EE) 4.914 1.031 0.648 0.901 0.865
Social﻿influence﻿(SI) 4.096 1.449 0.872 0.931 0.855
Facilitating﻿conditions﻿(FC) 4.771 1.176 0.822 0.932 0.892
Intention﻿to﻿participate﻿in﻿a﻿SNC﻿(IP) 4.914 1.173 0.863 0.949 0.921
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gender﻿subgroups﻿(in﻿Appendix﻿C)﻿and﻿the﻿educational﻿background﻿subgroups﻿(in﻿Appendix﻿
C)﻿ demonstrate﻿ same﻿ and﻿ adequate﻿ construct﻿ reliability﻿ and﻿ discriminant﻿ validity﻿ within﻿
their﻿subgroups.﻿In﻿addition,﻿for﻿analyzing﻿the﻿moderating﻿effect﻿in﻿PLS,﻿Carte﻿and﻿Russell﻿






5.3. The Structural Model
Based﻿on﻿the﻿PLS﻿analysis,﻿the﻿R-squared﻿for﻿the﻿research﻿model﻿not﻿including﻿any﻿of﻿the﻿moderating﻿
effects﻿ is﻿0.429.﻿We﻿found﻿ that﻿ trust﻿ in﻿ technology,﻿ trust﻿ in﻿community,﻿hedonic﻿motivation,﻿and﻿
social﻿influence﻿all﻿have﻿significant﻿positive﻿effects﻿on﻿the﻿intention﻿to﻿participate﻿in﻿a﻿SNC.﻿Hedonic﻿
motivation﻿(path﻿coefficient﻿=﻿0.388,﻿t-value﻿=﻿5.323,﻿p﻿<﻿0.001)﻿is﻿the﻿most﻿significant﻿factor,﻿followed﻿



















Table 6. Correlation table
TC HM EE SI TT FC IP
TC 0.860
HM 0.650 0.888
EE 0.471 0.522 0.805
SI 0.296 0.308 0.193 0.934
TT 0.341 0.222 0.051 0.044 0.934
FC 0.401 0.386 0.427 0.196 0.137 0.907
IP 0.526 0.596 0.357 0.309 0.308 0.349 0.929
Note: The square root of AVE is shown on the diagonal.
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Figure 3. Path analysis results for the entire sample
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the﻿ structural﻿ model﻿ results﻿ across﻿ the﻿ educational﻿ background﻿ subgroups﻿ in﻿ a﻿ more﻿ rigorous﻿
way,﻿ t-statistics﻿as﻿suggested﻿by﻿Chin﻿et﻿al.﻿ (1996)﻿are﻿computed﻿ to﻿evaluate﻿ the﻿differences﻿ in﻿









The﻿ result﻿ for﻿ H7a﻿ suggests﻿ that﻿ our﻿ survey﻿ respondents,﻿ regardless﻿ of﻿ their﻿ IT﻿ educational﻿
background,﻿possess﻿an﻿almost﻿similar﻿level﻿of﻿trust﻿in﻿technology.﻿On﻿the﻿other﻿hand,﻿the﻿result﻿for﻿
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Figure 4. (a) Path analysis results for male group; (b) Path analysis results for female group
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Table 7. PLS results - moderating effect of educational background




β T-Value β T-Value T-Value
Trust﻿in﻿technology﻿(TT) 0.164** 2.857 0.157 1.815 0.827
Trust﻿in﻿community﻿(TC) 0.168* 2.334 0.064 0.634 10.238***
Hedonic﻿Motivation﻿(HM) 0.305*** 3.495 0.534*** 4.925 -19.820***
Effort﻿expectancy﻿(EP) 0.110 1.422 -0.122 1.532 24.400***
Social﻿influence﻿(SI) 0.161* 2.568 0.049 0.594 13.206***
Facilitating﻿conditions﻿(FC) 0.092 1.246 0.130 1.191 -3.595***
Experience -0.055 0.930 0.051 0.803
R-square 0.437 0.469
*p < .05; **p < .01;***p < .001; A – see Appendix F for details
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This﻿ study﻿ adapts﻿ UTAUT2﻿ model﻿ to﻿ explain﻿ Millennials’﻿ intention﻿ to﻿ participate﻿ in﻿ a﻿ SNC﻿ by﻿
integrating﻿the﻿underlying﻿eight﻿theories﻿of﻿UTAUT﻿with﻿social﻿exchange,﻿social﻿capital,﻿and﻿self-
determination﻿theories﻿from﻿psychology.﻿Our﻿resultant﻿model﻿has﻿six﻿determinants﻿(hedonic motivation,﻿





































* The positive influence of trust in technology on the intention to participate in a SNC is stronger for individuals with IT educational background; but this 
relationship is not practically significantly moderated by educational background.
**The positive effect of effort expectancy on the intention to participate in a SNC has not been found to be stronger for individuals without IT training.
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7.2. Implications for SNC Service Providers
SNC﻿sites﻿that﻿provide﻿interesting﻿and﻿enjoyable﻿applications﻿are﻿better﻿able﻿to﻿retain﻿and/or﻿increase﻿
Millennials’﻿ loyalty,﻿ and﻿ can﻿ better﻿ manage﻿ relationships﻿ with﻿ these﻿ tech﻿ savvy﻿ users.﻿ However,﻿
satisfying﻿all﻿Millennials﻿is﻿difficult﻿because﻿of﻿their﻿individual﻿differences.﻿Findings﻿of﻿our﻿study﻿
show﻿that﻿individual﻿differences﻿pertaining﻿to﻿gender﻿and﻿IT﻿educational﻿background﻿impose﻿different﻿
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APPENDIX B





R1-Square Method Factor Loading (R2) R2-Square
Facilitating﻿
conditions
FC1 0.904*** 0.818 0.099 0.010
FC2 0.895*** 0.802 0.117 0.014




IP1 0.938*** 0.879 0.088 0.008
IP2 0.927*** 0.860 0.095 0.009
IP3 0.922*** 0.851 0.097 0.009
Hedonic﻿
Motivation
HM1 0.864*** 0.747 0.117 0.014
HM2 0.908*** 0.825 0.139* 0.019
HM3 0.891*** 0.794 0.203*** 0.041
Effort﻿expectancy
EE1 0.793*** 0.629 0.077 0.006
EE2 0.837*** 0.700 0.051 0.003
EE3 0.837*** 0.701 0.145* 0.021
EE4 0.729*** 0.531 0.438*** 0.192
EE5 0.835*** 0.696 0.280 0.078
Social﻿influence
SI1 0.932*** 0.868 0.029 0.001
SI2 0.938*** 0.879 0.059 0.004
Trust﻿in﻿
community
TC1 0.855*** 0.731 0.163** 0.026
TC2 0.872*** 0.760 0.174** 0.030
TC3 0.854*** 0.730 0.034 0.001
Trust﻿in﻿
technology
TT1 0.933*** 0.870 0.020 0.000
TT2 0.922*** 0.850 0.003 0.000
TT3 0.947*** 0.897 0.007 0.000
Average 0.884 0.785 0.114 0.022
*p < .05; **p < .01;***p < .001
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Table 11. Composite reliabilities and discriminant validity for the two gender and educational background subgroups
3-1: The Gender Subgroups
Male Subgroup Female Subgroup
CR Correlation of Constructs CR Correlation of Constructs
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. EE 0.90 0.80 0.90 0.81
2. FC 0.93 0.43 0.90 0.93 0.42 0.91
3. IP 0.94 0.31 0.28 0.92 0.96 0.40 0.41 0.94
4. HM 0.90 0.49 0.36 0.58 0.87 0.93 0.56 0.42 0.62 0.91
5. SI 0.93 0.21 0.16 0.24 0.23 0.93 0.93 0.18 0.22 0.37 0.37 0.93
6. TC 0.90 0.46 0.37 0.51 0.63 0.16 0.86 0.90 0.49 0.43 0.55 0.67 0.40 0.86
7. TT 0.96 0.06 0.05 0.40 0.27 -0.04 0.34 0.95 0.94 0.05 0.22 0.23 0.17 0.14 0.35 0.92
3-2: The Educational Background Subgroups
IT Major Subgroup Non-IT Major Subgroup
CR Correlation of constructs CR Correlation of constructs
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. EE 0.89 0.79 0.92 0.83
2. FC 0.92 0.44 0.89 0.95 0.41 0.93
3. IP 0.95 0.42 0.33 0.93 0.95 0.27 0.43 0.92
4. HM 0.90 0.55 0.34 0.57 0.87 0.95 0.52 0.51 0.64 0.92
5. SI 0.93 0.15 0.14 0.31 0.25 0.93 0.93 0.28 0.35 0.29 0.36 0.93
6. TC 0.89 0.47 0.33 0.53 0.64 0.24 0.94 0.90 0.48 0.52 0.52 0.68 0.37 0.87
7. TT 0.95 0.02 0.10 0.29 0.18 0.02 0.27 0.94 0.95 0.12 0.23 0.36 0.30 0.08 0.47 0.93
EE=Effort expectancy, FC= Facilitating conditions, IP= Intention to participate in a SNC, HM= Hedonic motivation, SI= Social influence, TC= Trust in 
community, TT=Trust in technology.CR= Composite reliability, Note: Diagonal is the square-root of the construct’s AVE. For adequate discriminate validity, 
diagonal elements should be greater than corresponding off-diagonal elements
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APPENDIX D
Table 12. Item weights and cross loadings for the two gender subgroups
Male Subgroup Female Subgroup






FC1 0.39 0.92 0.44 0.93
FC2 0.41 0.88 0.35 0.88
FC3 0.36 0.91 0.33 0.91
IP1 0.37 0.28 0.93 0.41 0.36 0.95
IP2 0.26 0.23 0.93 0.31 0.37 0.93
IP3 0.23 0.25 0.89 0.38 0.41 0.94
HM1 0.47 0.39 0.53 0.88 0.49 0.31 0.52 0.85
HM2 0.39 0.28 0.51 0.88 0.54 0.43 0.60 0.95
HM3 0.43 0.25 0.45 0.85 0.50 0.41 0.57 0.92
SI1 0.22 0.13 0.17 0.17 0.90 0.16 0.17 0.33 0.32 0.93
SI2 0.18 0.17 0.26 0.25 0.96 0.18 0.24 0.36 0.37 0.94
TC1 0.43 0.38 0.46 0.59 0.17 0.86 0.47 0.41 0.53 0.64 0.36 0.89
TC2 0.40 0.32 0.49 0.58 0.16 0.89 0.38 0.36 0.44 0.58 0.39 0.87
TC3 0.35 0.23 0.35 0.45 0.07 0.83 0.40 0.35 0.44 0.50 0.28 0.83
TT1 0.07 0.03 0.38 0.24 -0.06 0.33 0.94 0.04 0.21 0.19 0.17 0.14 0.30 0.90
TT2 0.00 0.03 0.33 0.22 -0.06 0.25 0.94 0.07 0.18 0.24 0.15 0.14 0.31 0.92
TT3 0.09 0.09 0.42 0.31 0.00 0.37 0.97 0.03 0.23 0.20 0.15 0.10 0.36 0.92
EE=Effort expectancy, FC= Facilitating conditions, IP= Intention to participate in a SNC, HM= Hedonic motivation, SI= Social influence, TC= Trust in 
community, TT=Trust in technology. Note: Bold are the item weights showing that the two subgroups do not vary significantly in construct score weighting 
(Carte and Russell 2003).
International Journal of Technology Diffusion
Volume 10 • Issue 2 • April-June 2019
66
APPENDIX E
Table 13. Item weights and cross loadings for the two educational background subgroups
IT Major Subgroup Non-IT Major Subgroup






FC1 0.42 0.92 0.44 0.94
FC2 0.41 0.85 0.34 0.93
FC3 0.35 0.91 0.34 0.91
IP1 0.46 0.32 0.94 0.29 0.38 0.95
IP2 0.33 0.27 0.92 0.23 0.42 0.94
IP3 0.37 0.33 0.93 0.23 0.39 0.88
HM1 0.54 0.33 0.51 0.86 0.44 0.45 0.52 0.88
HM2 0.45 0.30 0.50 0.88 0.50 0.48 0.65 0.96
HM3 0.44 0.24 0.46 0.86 0.51 0.49 0.61 0.93
SI1 0.12 0.15 0.27 0.21 0.93 0.32 0.21 0.19 0.28 0.89
SI2 0.15 0.11 0.31 0.26 0.94 0.23 0.39 0.32 0.37 0.96
TC1 0.44 0.34 0.50 0.63 0.18 0.87 0.49 0.48 0.50 0.61 0.42 0.89
TC2 0.38 0.31 0.46 0.55 0.24 0.87 0.40 0.40 0.47 0.64 0.36 0.90
TC3 0.40 0.19 0.40 0.46 0.20 0.83 0.35 0.48 0.39 0.50 0.15 0.82
TT1 0.02 0.08 0.26 0.16 0.02 0.27 0.93 0.11 0.20 0.34 0.30 0.07 0.42 0.93
TT2 0.01 0.08 0.29 0.17 0.06 0.24 0.93 0.08 0.17 0.28 0.21 0.01 0.36 0.92
TT3 0.03 0.11 0.26 0.18 -0.01 0.27 0.95 0.13 0.26 0.38 0.32 0.12 0.53 0.94
EE=Effort expectancy, FC= Facilitating conditions, IP= Intention to participate in a SNC, HM= Hedonic motivation, SI= Social influence, TC= Trust in 
community, TT=Trust in technology. Note: Bold are the item weights showing that the two subgroups do not vary significantly in construct score weighting 
(Carte and Russell 2003).
International Journal of Technology Diffusion
Volume 10 • Issue 2 • April-June 2019
67
APPENDIX F

















Trust in technology -> Intention to 
participate in a SNC 0.247*** 3.408 0.073 0.068 0.865 0.079 20.459***
Trust in community -> Intention to 
participate in a SNC 0.156* 1.983 0.078 0.130 1.255 0.104 2.391*
Hedonic motivation -> Intention to 
participate in a SNC 0.363*** 4.185 0.087 0.412*** 3.738 0.110 -4.270***
Effort expectancy -> Intention to 
participate in a SNC -0.001 0.016 0.074 0.023 0.261 0.087 -2.556*
Social influence -> Intention to 
participate in a SNC 0.128 1.620 0.079 0.123 1.375 0.089 0.542
Facilitating conditions -> Intention to 
participate in a SNC 0.058 0.667 0.087 0.124 1.488 0.083 -6.714***
*=0.10 significance **= 0.05 significance, ***= 0.001 significance
AThe statistical comparison of paths was carried out using the following procedure as suggested byChin et al. (1996) and applied by Keil et al. (2000) 
and Ahuja & Thatcher (2005):
Spooled = sqrt{ [ (N1-1) / (N1 + N2 -2)] x SE12 + [ (N2-1) / (N1 + N2 -2)] x SE22 }
t = (PC1 –PC2) / [Spooled x sqrt(1/N1 + 1/N2)]
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participate﻿in﻿a﻿SNC 0.164** 2.857 0.057 0.157 1.815 0.086 0.827
Trust﻿in﻿community﻿->﻿Intention﻿to﻿
participate﻿in﻿a﻿SNC 0.168* 2.334 0.072 0.064 0.634 0.101 10.238***
Hedonic﻿motivation﻿->﻿Intention﻿to﻿
participate﻿in﻿a﻿SNC 0.305*** 3.495 0.087 0.534 4.925 0.108 -19.820***
Effort﻿expectancy﻿->﻿Intention﻿to﻿
participate﻿in﻿a﻿SNC 0.110 1.422 0.078 -0.122 1.532 0.079 24.400***
Social﻿influence﻿->﻿Intention﻿to﻿participate﻿
in﻿a﻿SNC 0.161* 2.568 0.063 0.049 0.594 0.082 13.206***
Facilitating﻿conditions﻿->﻿Intention﻿to﻿
participate﻿in﻿a﻿SNC 0.092 1.246 0.074 0.130 1.191 0.109 -3.595***
*      = 0.10 significance ** = 0.05 significance, *** = 0.001 significance
AThe statistical comparison of paths was carried out using the following procedure as suggested byChin et al. (1996) and as shown in Appendix F.
